Fundamental Changes in Marketing Organization : The Movement Toward a Customer-Focused Organizational Structure by Homburg, Christian et al.
Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung 
Universität Mannheim 
Postfach 10 34 62 
 
68131 Mannheim 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reihe: 
Wissenschaftliche Arbeitspapiere 
Nr.: W 021 
 
 
 
 
 
Mannheim 1998 
ISBN 3-89333-175-1 
 
 
 
Professor Dr. Christian Homburg 
ist Inhaber des Lehrstuhls für Allgemeine Betriebswirtschaftslehre und Marketing I, Universität 
Mannheim, L 5, 1, 68131 Mannheim. Außerdem ist er Wissenschaftlicher Direktor des Instituts für 
Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung (IMU) an der Universität Mannheim und Vorsitzender des 
Wissenschaftlichen Beirates der Prof. Homburg & Partner GmbH. 
 
Professor Dr. John P. Workman, Jr. 
ist Professor für Marketing an der Creighton University (College of Business Administration) in Omaha, 
Nebraska, USA. 
 
Dipl.-Kfm. Ove Jensen 
ist Wissenschaftlicher Mitarbeiter am Lehrstuhl für Allgemeine Betriebswirtschaftslehre und Marketing 
I, Universität Mannheim, L 5, 1, 68131 Mannheim. Darüber hinaus berät er Unternehmen in den 
Bereichen Strategie, Marktbearbeitung, Kundenorientierung und Marketing-Organisation. 
 
Der Titel wurde anläßlich der Gründung des IMU aus einer Schriftenreihe des ZMU (Zentrum für 
Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung) an der WHU Koblenz übernommen 
Institut für Marktorientierte 
Unternehmensführung 
Homburg, Ch. / Workman, Jr., J. P. / Jensen, O. 
Fundamental Changes in Marketing 
Organization: The Movement toward 
Customer-focused Organizations 
 
Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung 
   
 
Das Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung 
 
Das Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung an der Universität Mannheim versteht sich 
als Forum des Dialogs zwischen Wissenschaft und Praxis. Der wissenschaftlich hohe Standard wird 
gewährleistet durch die enge Anbindung des IMU an die beiden Lehrstühle für Marketing an der Uni-
versität Mannheim, die national wie auch international hohes Ansehen genießen. Die wissenschaftlichen 
Direktoren des IMU sind 
Prof. Dr. Hans H. Bauer und Prof. Dr. Christian Homburg. 
 
Das Angebot des IMU umfasst folgende Leistungen: 
 Management Know-How  
Das IMU bietet Ihnen Veröffentlichungen, die sich an Manager in Unternehmen richten. Hier wer-
den Themen von hoher Praxisrelevanz kompakt und klar dargestellt sowie Resultate aus der Wis-
senschaft effizient vermittelt. Diese Veröffentlichungen sind häufig das Resultat anwendungsorien-
tierter Forschungs- und Kooperationsprojekte mit einer Vielzahl von international tätigen Unter-
nehmen.  
 
 Wissenschaftliche Arbeitspapiere 
Die wissenschaftlichen Studien des IMU untersuchen neue Entwicklungen, die für die marktorien-
tierte Unternehmensführung von Bedeutung sind. Hieraus werden praxisrelevante Erkenntnisse ab-
geleitet und in der Reihe der wissenschaftlichen Arbeitspapiere veröffentlicht. Viele dieser Veröf-
fentlichungen sind inzwischen in renommierten Zeitschriften erschienen und auch auf internationa-
len Konferenzen (z.B. der American Marketing Association) ausgezeichnet worden. 
 
 Schriftenreihe 
Neben der Publikation wissenschaftlicher Arbeitspapiere gibt das IMU in Zusammenarbeit mit dem 
Gabler Verlag eine Schriftenreihe heraus, die herausragende wissenschaftliche Erkenntnisse auf 
dem Gebiet der marktorientierten Unternehmensführung behandelt. 
 
 Anwendungsorientierte Forschung 
Ziel der Forschung des IMU ist es, wissenschaftliche Erkenntnisse zu generieren, die für die 
marktorientierte Unternehmensführung von Bedeutung sind. Deshalb bietet Ihnen das IMU die 
Möglichkeit, konkrete Fragestellungen aus Ihrer Unternehmenspraxis heranzutragen, die dann wis-
senschaftlich fundiert untersucht werden. 
 
 
Wenn Sie weitere Informationen benötigen oder Fragen haben, wenden Sie sich bitte an das Institut 
für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung, Universität Mannheim, L5, 1, 68131 Mannheim (Tele-
fon: 0621 / 181-1755) oder besuchen Sie unsere Internetseite: www.imu-mannheim.de. 
 
Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung 
   
In seiner Arbeit wird das IMU durch einen Partnerkreis unterstützt. Diesem gehören renommierte 
Wissenschaftler und Manager in leitenden Positionen an: 
Dr. Arno Balzer, 
Manager Magazin 
BASF AG,  
Hans W. Reiners 
BSH GmbH,  
Matthias Ginthum 
Carl Zeiss AG, 
Dr. Michael Kaschke 
Cognis Deutschland GmbH & Co. KG,  
Dr. Antonio Trius 
Continental AG,  
Heinz-Jürgen Schmidt 
Deutsche Bank AG, 
Rainer Neske 
Deutsche Messe AG,  
Ernst Raue 
Deutsche Post AG,  
Jürgen Gerdes 
Deutsche Telekom AG, 
Achim Berg 
Dresdner Bank AG, 
Dr. Stephan-Andreas Kaulvers 
Dürr AG,  
Ralf W. Dieter 
E.On Energie AG, 
Dr. Bernhard Reutersberg 
EvoBus GmbH, 
Wolfgang Presinger 
Hans Fahr 
Freudenberg & Co. KG, 
Jörg Sost 
Fuchs Petrolub AG,  
Dr. Manfred Fuchs 
Grohe Water Technology AG & Co. KG,  
N.N. 
Stephan M. Heck 
Heidelberg Druckmaschinen AG,  
Dr. Jürgen Rautert 
HeidelbergCement AG,  
Andreas Kern 
Hoffmann-La Roche AG,  
Karl H. Schlingensief  
HUGO BOSS AG, 
Dr. Bruno Sälzer 
IBM Deutschland GmbH,  
Johann Weihen 
IWKA AG,  
N.N. 
K + S AG,  
Dr. Ralf Bethke 
KARSTADT Warenhaus AG,  
Prof. Dr. Helmut Merkel 
Prof. Dr. Dr. h.c. Richard Köhler, 
Universität zu Köln 
Körber PaperLink GmbH,  
Martin Weickenmeier 
Monitor Company,  
Dr. Thomas Herp 
Nestlé Deutschland AG,  
Christophe Beck 
Pfizer Pharma GmbH, 
Jürgen Braun 
Dr. Volker Pfahlert,  
Roche Diagnostics GmbH 
Thomas Pflug 
Dr. Ing. h.c. F. Porsche AG,  
Hans Riedel 
Procter & Gamble GmbH,  
Willi Schwerdtle 
Dr. h.c. Holger Reichardt 
Robert Bosch GmbH,  
Uwe Raschke 
Roche Diagnostics GmbH,  
Dr. Manfred Baier 
Rudolf Wild GmbH & Co. KG, 
Dr. Eugen Zeller 
RWE Energy AG, 
Dr. Andreas Radmacher 
Thomas Sattelberger,  
Continental AG 
SAP Deutschland AG & Co. KG 
Joachim Müller 
St. Gobain Deutsche Glass GmbH 
Udo H. Brandt 
Dr. Dieter Thomaschewski 
TRUMPF GmbH & Co. KG,  
Dr. Mathias Kammüller 
VDMA e.V.,  
Dr. Hannes Hesse 
Voith AG, 
Dr. Helmut Kormann 
 
Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung 
   
W097 Bauer, H. H. / Mäder, R. / Wagner, S.-N.: Übereinstimmung von Marken- und Konsumentenpersönlichkeit als Determinante 
des Kaufverhaltens – Eine Metaanalyse der Selbstkongruenzforschung, 2005 
W095 Bauer, H. H. / Schüle, A. / Reichardt, T.: Location Based Services in Deutschland. Eine qualitative Marktanalyse auf Basis von 
Experteninterviews, 2005 
W094 Bauer, H. H. / Reichardt, T. / Schüle, A.: User Requirements for Location Based Services. An analysis on the basis of literatu-
re, 2005 
W093 Bauer, H. H. / Reichardt, T. / Exler, S. / Kiss, S.: Entstehung und Wirkung von Smart Shopper-Gefühlen. Eine empirische 
Untersuchung, 2005 
W092 Homburg, Ch. / Stock, R. / Kühlborn, S.: Die Vermarktung von Systemen im Industriegütermarketing, 2005 
W090 Bauer, H. H. / Falk, T. / Kunzmann, E.: Akzeptanz von Self-Service Technologien –  Status Quo oder Innovation?, 2005 
W089 Bauer, H. H / Neumann, M. M. / Huber F.: Präferenzschaffung durch preis-psychologische Maßnahmen. Eine experimentelle 
Untersuchung zur Wirkung von Preispräsentationsformen, 2005 
W088 Bauer, H.H. / Albrecht, C.-M. / Sauer, N. E.: Markenstress bei Jugendlichen. Entwicklung eines Messinstruments am Beispiel 
von Kleidung, 2005 
W087 Bauer, H. H. / Schüle, A. / Neumann, M. M.: Kundenvertrauen in Lebensmitteldisounter. Eine experimentelle Untersuchung, 
2005 
W086 Bauer, H. H./ Neumann, M. M. / Mäder, R.: Virtuelle Verkaufsberater in interaktiven Medien. Eine experimentelle Untersuchung 
zur Wirkung von Avataren in interaktiven Medien, 2005 
W085 Bauer, H. H. / Neumann, M. M. / Haber, T. E. / Olic, K.: Markendifferenzierung mittels irrelevanter Attribute. Eine experimentel-
le Studie, 2005 
W084 Homburg, Ch. / Kuester, S. / Beutin, N. / Menon, A.: Determinants of Customer Benefits in Business-to-Business Markets: A 
Cross-Cultural Comparison, 2005 
W083 Homburg, Ch. / Fürst, A.: How Organizational Complaint Handling Drives Customer Loyalty: An Analysis of the Mechanistic 
and the Organic Approach, 2005 
W082 Homburg, Ch. / Koschate, N.: Behavioral Pricing-Forschung im Überblick – Erkenntnisstand und zukünftige Forschungsrich-
tungen, 2005 
W081 Bauer, H. H. / Exler, S. / Sauer, N.: Der Beitrag des Markenimage zur Fanloyalität. Eine empirische Untersuchung am Beispiel 
der Klubmarken der Fußball-Bundesliga, 2004 
W080 Homburg, Ch. / Bucerius, M.: A Marketing Perspective on Mergers and Acquisitions: How Marketing Integration Affects Post-
Merger Performance, 2004 
W079 Homburg, Ch. / Koschate, N. / Hoyer, W. D.: Do Satisfied Customers Really Pay More? A Study of the Relationship between 
Customer Satisfaction and Willingness to Pay, 2004 
W078 Bauer, H. H. / Hammerschmidt, M. / Garde, U.: Messung der Werbeeffizienz – Eine Untersuchung am Beispiel von Online-
Werbung, 2004 
W077 Homburg, Ch. / Jensen, O.: Kundenbindung im Industriegütergeschäft, 2004 
W076 Bauer, H. H. / Reichardt, T. / Neumann, M. M.: Bestimmungsfaktoren der Konsumentenakzeptanz von Mobile Marketing in 
Deutschland. Eine empirische Untersuchung, 2004 
W075 Bauer, H. H. / Sauer, N. E. / Schmitt,P.: Die Erfolgsrelevanz der Markenstärke in der 1. Fußball-Bundesliga, 2004 
W074 Homburg, Ch. / Krohmer, H.: Die Fliegenpatsche als Instrument des wissenschaftlichen Dialogs. Replik zum Beitrag „Trotz 
eklatanter Erfolglosigkeit: Die Erfolgsfaktorenforschung weiter auf Erfolgskurs“ von Alexander Nicolai und Alfred Kieser, 2004 
W073 Bauer, H. H. / Neumann, M. M. / Lange, M. A.: Bestimmungsfaktoren und Wirkungen von Mitarbeiterzufriedenheit. Eine empiri-
sche Studie am Beispiel des Automobilhandels, 2004 
W072 Bauer, H. H. / Hammerschmidt, M. / Garde, U.: Marketingeffizienzanalyse mittels Efficient Frontier Benchmarking - Eine An-
wendung der Data Envelopment Analysis, 2004 
W071 Bauer, H. H. / Neumann, M. M. / Hölzing, J. A.: Markenallianzen als Instrument des Imagetransfers im elektronischen 
Handel, 2004 
W070 Bauer, H. H. / Mäder, R. / Valtin, A.: Auswirkungen des Markennamenwechsels auf den Markenwert. Eine Analyse der Konse-
quenzen von Markenportfoliokonsolidierung, 2003 
W069 Bauer, H. H. / Neumann, M. M. / Hoffmann, Y.: Konsumententypologisierung im elektronischen Handel. Eine interkulturelle 
Untersuchung, 2003 
 
Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung 
   
W068 Homburg, Ch. / Stock, R.: The Link between Salespeople's Job Satisfaction and Customer Satisfaction in a Business-to-
Business Context. A dyadic Analysis, 2003 
W067 Homburg, Ch. / Koschate, N.: Kann Kundenzufriedenheit negative Reaktionen auf Preiserhöhungen abschwächen? Eine 
Untersuchung zur moderierenden Rolle von Kundenzufriedenheit bei Preisanstiegen, 2003 
W066 Bauer, H. H. / Neumann, M. M. / Hölzing, J. A. / Huber, F.: Determinanten und Konsequenzen von Vertrauen im elektronischen 
Handel. Eine kausalanalytische Studie, 2003 
W065 Bauer, H. H. / Hammerschmidt, M. / Elmas, Ö.: Messung und Steuerung der Kundenbindung bei Internetportalen, 2003 
W064 Bauer, H. H. / Falk, T. / Hammerschmidt, M.: Servicequalität im Internet. Messung und Kundenbindungseffekte am Beispiel 
des Internet-Banking, 2003 
W063 Bauer, H. H. / Sauer, N. E. / Müller, V.: Nutzen und Probleme des Lifestyle-Konzepts für das Business-to-Consumer Marketing, 
2003 
W062 Bauer, H. H. /Sauer, N. E. / Ebert, S.: Die Corporate Identity einer Universität als Mittel ihrer strategischen Positionierung. 
Erkenntnisse gewonnen aus einem deutsch-amerikanischen Vergleich, 2003 
W061 Homburg, Ch. / Sieben, F. / Stock, R.: Einflussgrößen des Kundenrückgewinnungserfolgs. Theoretische Betrachtung und 
empirische Befunde im Dienstleistungsbereich, 2003 
W060 Bauer, H. H. / Sauer, N. E. / Müller, A.: Frauen als Zielgruppe. Das Beispiel einer geschlechtsspezifischen Vermarktung von 
Bildungsangeboten, 2003 
W059 Bauer, H. H. / Keller, T. / Hahn, O.K.: Die Messung der Patientenzufriedenheit, 2003 
W058 Homburg, Ch. / Stock, R.: Führungsverhalten als Einflussgröße der Kundenorientierung von Mitarbeitern. Ein dreidimensiona-
les Konzept, 2002 
W057 Bauer, H. H. / Hammerschmidt, M./Staat, M.: Analyzing Product Efficiency. A Customer-Oriented Approach, 2002 
W056 Bauer, H. H. / Grether, M.: Ein umfassender Kriterienkatalog zur Bewertung von Internet-Auftritten nach markenpolitischen 
Zielen, 2002 
W055 Homburg, Ch. / Faßnacht, M. / Schneider, J.: Opposites Attract, but Similarity Works. A Study of Interorganizational Similarity 
in Marketing Channels, 2002 
W054 Homburg, Ch. / Faßnacht, M. / Günther, Ch.: Erfolgreiche Umsetzung dienstleistungsorientierter Strategien von Industriegü-
terunternehmen, 2002 
W053 Homburg, Ch. / Workman, J.P. / Jensen, O.: A Configurational Perspective on Key Account Management, 2002 
W052 Bauer, H. H. / Grether, M. / Sattler, C.: Werbenutzen einer unterhaltenden Website. Eine Untersuchung am Beispiel der Moor-
huhnjagd, 2001 
W051 Bauer, H. H. / Jensen, S.: Determinanten der Kundenbindung. Überlegungen zur Verallgemeinerung der Kundenbindungsthe-
orie, 2001 
W050 Bauer, H. H. / Mäder, R. / Fischer, C.: Determinanten der Werbewirkung von Markenhomepages, 2001 
W049 Bauer, H. H. / Kieser, A. / Oechsler, W. A. / Sauer, N. E.: Die Akkreditierung. Eine Leistungsbeurteilung mit System?, 2001, 
W048 Bauer, H. H. / Ohlwein, M.: Zur Theorie des Kaufverhaltens bei Second-Hand-Gütern, 2001 
W047 Bauer, H. H. / Brünner, D. / Grether, M. / Leach, M.: Soziales Kapital als Determinante der Kundenbeziehung, 2001 
W046 Bauer, H. H. / Meeder, U. / Jordan, J.: Eine Konzeption des Werbecontrolling, 2000 
W045 Bauer, H. H. / Staat, M. / Hammerschmidt, M.: Produkt-Controlling. Eine Untersuchung mit Hilfe der Data Envelopment Analy-
sis (DEA), 2000 
W044 Bauer, H. H. / Moch, D.: Werbung und ihre Wirkung auf die Tabaknachfrage. Eine Übersicht der theoretischen und empiri-
schen Literatur, 2000 
W043 Homburg, Ch. / Kebbel, Ph.: Komplexität als Determinante der Qualitätswahrnehmung von Dienstleistungen, 2000 
W042 Homburg, Ch. / Kebbel, Ph.: Involvement als Determinante der Qualitätswahrnehmung von Dienstleistungen, 2000 
W041 Bauer, H. H. / Mäder, R. / Huber, F.: Markenpersönlichkeit als Grundlage von Markenloyalität. Eine kausalanalytische Studie, 
2000 
W040 Bauer, H. H. / Huber, F. / Bächmann, A.: Das Kaufverhalten bei Wellness Produkten. Ergebnisse einer empirischen Studie am 
Beispiel von Functional Food, 2000 
W039 Homburg, Ch. / Stock, R.: Der Zusammenhang zwischen Mitarbeiter- und Kundenzufriedenheit. Eine dyadische Analyse, 2000
W038 Becker, J. / Homburg, Ch.: Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung und ihre Erfolgsauswirkungen. Eine empirische Untersu-
chung, 2000 
W037 Bauer, H. H. / Fischer, M.: Die simultane Messung von Kannibalisierungs-, substitutiven Konkurrenz- und Neukäuferanteilen 
am Absatz von line extensions auf der Basis aggregierter Daten, 2000 
W036 Homburg, Ch. / Pflesser, Ch.: A Multiple Layer Model of Market-Oriented Organizational Culture. Measurement Issues and 
Performance Outcomes., 2000 
 
Weitere Arbeitspapiere finden Sie auf unserer Internet-Seite: www.imu-mannheim.de 
Abstract 
As we approach the millennium, there have been a number of articles written about the future of 
marketing and changes in marketing’s organization and role within the firm. However, there has not 
been research that holistically explores key changes in marketing organization in an empirical setting. 
The authors draw on qualitative interviews with fifty managers in the United States and Germany and 
identify three changes in marketing and sales organization: an increasing emphasis on key account 
management, changes in the role of product management, and increasing dispersion of marketing 
activities. They then argue that a more general organizational shift is taking place from product-
focused to customer-focused organizational forms and consider implementation issues in making this 
transition. They conclude with implications for academic research, managerial practice, and business 
school curriculum. 
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There is growing evidence in the business press that the way firms are organizing their 
marketing activities is subject to major changes. As an example, many companies have changed their 
organizational structures in order to become more responsive to customer needs (George, Freeling, 
and Court 1994). In this vein, there have been some voices questioning the adequacy of classical 
organizational forms in marketing, especially product or brand management (e.g., Economist 1994; 
Sheth and Sisodia 1995; Thomas 1994). Additionally, as firms focus on reengineering their 
organizational structure around core processes, the question has been raised whether a marketing 
department should exist at all in the firm (Hulbert and Pitt 1995; Montgomery and Webster 1997). 
This increasing interest in marketing organization reflects a more fundamental trend of increasing 
interest in organizational design as a source of sustained competitive advantage. As Nadler and 
Tushman (1997, p. 226) have argued, “the last remaining source of genuine competitive advantage 
that any organization can sustain over time is its ability to organize and motivate people in unique 
ways to achieve strategic objectives.” 
There have recently been a number of articles that consider innovative ways of organizing 
marketing activities. Achrol (1991), focusing on the effect of increasing environmental turbulence on 
marketing organization, argues that a higher level of organizational flexibility is needed and suggests 
two ideal forms that he refers to as the marketing exchange company and the marketing coalition 
company. Webster (1992) discusses changes in marketing's role within the firm and argues that 
“managing strategic partnerships and positioning the firm between vendors and customers in the value 
chain” (p. 1) will become the focus of marketing. Day (1997, p. 93) claims that “Firms will 
increasingly evolve toward a hybrid or hypertext form of organization - combining the best features of 
horizontal process and vertical functional forms - in order to get closer to their customers.” 
While these studies provide important insights, we observe that this research is primarily 
conceptual with a focus on specific innovative ways of organizing but with little attempt to study the 
extent to which the changes they describe are broad-based. Given the interrelated nature of many of 
the changes occurring, there is a need for systematic research looking at common themes and 
relationships underlying the changes in organization. 
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Against this background our study has three objectives. First, we seek to identify fundamental 
changes taking place in marketing organization and themes underlying the changes. Second, we seek 
to identify the major driving forces behind these changes. Third, we seek to understand 
implementation issues related to the major organizational changes. Articles on changes in marketing 
organization have not emphasized implementation challenges (such as information systems and 
performance appraisal and reward systems) and it is important to realize that each fundamental change 
in an organization, while possibly solving one specific problem of the organization may create 
additional problems which are new to the organization. Our study is based on qualitative empirical 
research across a broad range of industries and two countries (U.S. and Germany). We feel that 
analyzing different industries and different countries is especially important in this context since they 
are subject to different environmental demands which may affect the way that firms organize their 
marketing activities. 
Our paper is organized as follows. In our literature review section we first identify key 
organizational design dimensions and then summarize the key changes in marketing organization 
discussed in recent articles. We then describe the methodology of our study. This is followed by a 
description of three specific changes in marketing organization. After that we discuss the main theme 
underlying these organizational changes. More specifically, we will argue that a shift toward 
customer-focused organizational forms is the major development underlying the observed changes. 
Following our presentation and interpretation of this fundamental shift, we consider challenges firms 
have in moving to more of a customer focus. We conclude by providing research and managerial 
implications as well as implications for management education.  
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Literature Review 
In this section we initially draw on research in organization theory in order to develop a 
structured approach for systematically examining aspects of marketing organization1. We then 
consider some of the more widely discussed changes taking place in marketing and sales organization. 
Dimensions for Comparing Marketing Organizational Design 
The topic of organization design is very broad and encompasses a range of dimensions such as 
structure, coordination, culture, power, and skills (cf. Scott 1992). In this section we draw on classical 
organization theory to identify key organization design decisions and consider the application of these 
concepts in a marketing and sales context. These dimensions of organizational design will guide our 
interviews (which we will discuss later). 
Structure. One of the most widely studied organizational variables is that of organizational 
structure (cf. Pfeffer 1982; Scott 1992). There are multiple dimensions to organizational structure and 
many ways to go about studying how firms organize their marketing efforts. Earlier work on this topic 
was descriptive, focused on the extent to which firms had adopted or implemented the marketing 
concept, and considered the types of organizational arrangements used (e.g., Carson 1968; Webster 
1981). The earlier work also tended to focus on the product manager and considered the pros and cons 
of different ways of organizing this function (Ames 1971; Buell 1975). There have also been efforts 
to understand and explain the extent of involvement and responsibility of marketing groups for 
various marketing activities (Hutt and Speh 1984; Piercy 1985; Tull, et al. 1991). More recently, 
interest has shifted beyond the boundary of the firm to consider the organization and structuring of 
activities in interfirm networks (Achrol 1991; Doyle 1995; Webster 1992). 
Coordination. A second fundamental design issue revolves around coordination of activities. 
Such coordination can be achieved through a range of mechanisms including hierarchical reporting 
relationships, information systems, cross-functional teams, matrix structures, and integrator positions 
(Galbraith 1977; Lawrence and Lorsch 1967; Nadler and Tushman 1988). Within marketing, the 
product manager often performs a key role of coordinating activities related to specific products and 
has been widely studied (see Low and Fullerton 1994 for a list of 31 studies on the brand management 
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system). There has also been extensive research on coordination between marketing and R&D during 
the new product development process (cf. Griffin and Hauser 1996). 
Organizational Culture. A third organizational design issue that has received increased 
attention since the early 1980s is organizational culture. Part of the reason for the increased interest 
were claims that successful companies had strong cultures that supported their business mission (Deal 
and Kennedy 1982; Peters and Waterman 1982; Wilkins and Ouchi 1983). Deshpandé and Webster 
(1989, p. 4) define organizational culture as “the pattern of shared values and beliefs that help 
individuals understand organizational functioning and thus provide them with norms for behavior in 
the organization.” Within marketing, the majority of the research related to organizational culture has 
focused on market orientation which has been shown to positively affect business performance 
(Deshpandé, Farley and Webster 1993; Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Slater and Narver 1994). 
Power and Influence. A fourth aspect of organizational design concerns the distribution of 
power and influence within and between organizations (Pfeffer 1981; Piercy 1987). Political theories 
of organization focus on power, conflict, coalitions, and the dynamic interplay between groups within 
the organization (Anderson 1982). While most research in marketing related to the issue of power has 
studied the construct in a channels (cf., Gaski 1987) or organizational buying context (e.g., Kohli 
1989), recent work by Workman, Homburg, and Gruner (1998) has considered power in the context 
of sub-units within the organization and has developed propositions concerning when the marketing 
sub-unit will have relatively higher or lower levels of power. 
Summary. The four organizational dimensions discussed above are aspects of organization 
design that can be used to compare variations in marketing organization and role across organizational 
settings. As we will show later, prior research on marketing organization has tended to focus on 
individual dimensions in depth without considering relationships among them. We believe however 
that these factors are related and cannot be studied in isolation. 
Changes in Marketing Organization 
Thus far, we have focused on the identification of dimensions to allow cross-sectional 
comparison of organization designs. We now consider research that has approached the topic of 
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marketing organization from a longitudinal change perspective. During the 1990s, there have been a 
number of articles that reflect upon the future of marketing and identify significant changes taking 
place (e.g., Achrol 1991; Berthon, Hulbert, Pitt 1997; Cravens 1995; Day 1997; Doyle 1995; George, 
et al. 1994; Webster 1992, 1997). In Table 1 we provide summaries of key studies and indicate the 
organizational dimensions they have emphasized. In the remainder of this section we consider key 
themes which appear in this work. 
The first general theme is that functional boundaries are declining and firms are increasingly 
accomplishing their work through cross-functional teams (Achrol 1991; Day 1997; George, et al. 
1994; Montgomery and Webster 1997). Achrol (1991, p. 80) argues that “the firm of the future will 
need to be very permeable across its departments. Its departments and hierarchy will be fuzzily 
defined, hierarchy will be minimal and indirect, and individuals will have much more autonomy.” The 
rise of teamwork and decline of functional boundaries has been attributed to the need to create new 
knowledge within the firm (Sinkula 1994; Slater and Narver 1995), to share information across 
functional boundaries (Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Narver and Slater 1990), and to respond more 
rapidly to changes in the market (Achrol 1997; Griffin 1997). 
A second general theme is that relationships and alliances with external partners are more 
important (Achrol 1997; Day 1997; Walker 1997). The types of relationships include vertical 
relationships through the value chain (e.g., supplier-manufacturer, manufacturer-retailer) as well as 
co-marketing and co-branding alliances (e.g., Barclay and Smith 1997; Bucklin and Sengupta 1993). 
One of the consequences of a greater emphasis on external relations for marketing organization is that 
it is common for people in more functional areas to interact with external partners. Thus, in many 
cases marketing is no longer the primary boundary spanner responsible for interpreting the market 
(Achrol 1991; Day 1997). While this may lead to a diminished role for marketing (Workman 1993), it 
often leads to a greater focus on understanding the firm’s core capabilities and then strategically 
aligning the firm in the value chain (Day 1994; Webster 1992). 
A third general theme revolves around the importance of developing intangible organizational 
factors such as market orientation (Hunt and Morgan 1995), organizational learning (Sinkula 1994; 
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Slater and Narver 1995), and market-sensing capabilities (Day 1994) which may provide the basis for 
a sustainable competitive advantage. Hunt and Morgan (1995, p. 6) define resources as “the tangible 
and intangible entities available to the firm that enable it to produce efficiently and/or effectively a 
market offering that has value for some market segment or segments.” An organizational implication 
of this focus on intangible organizational factors is that structures, coordination mechanism, and 
cultures need to be developed which encourage flexibility, adaptability, and sharing of information 
across functional boundaries. 
While research in this area has been very useful for fostering debates about the future of 
marketing, there are several ways of extending these studies. First, to the best of our knowledge, there 
are no holistic studies on major changes in marketing organization. Rather, much of this research has 
focused on specific perspectives (e.g., Achrol’s 1997 network perspective) and organizational 
dimensions or has advocated a certain organization form which may be innovative (e.g., Day’s 1997 
hypertext form) but may not be representative of widespread changes. Second, while researchers 
argue that firms should get closer to their customers and develop customer-focused organizations, 
there has been little inquiry into the specific structural changes needed to be more customer oriented. 
Third, given that all of the prior research is conceptual (see Table 1), there is a need for empirical 
research on changes in marketing organization. Finally, implementation issues have not been 
systematically studied. While many of the ideas for changing marketing organization are innovative, 
there is a need to better understand the implementation challenges firms face. 
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Table 1: 
Research on Changes in Marketing and Sales Organization 
 
Author(s) Primary Focus 
Organization 
Design 
Dimensions 
Basis of 
Support Summary Comments 
Achrol 
1991 
Marketing 
organizational forms 
appropriate for 
turbulent environments 
Structure, 
Coordination 
Conceptual Argues that “unusual forms of marketing organization (that are 
ambidextrous and highly flexible)” are needed in complex and 
dynamic environments.”  Describes 2 such forms. 
Berthon, 
Hulbert, 
Pitt 1997 
Future of brands and 
brand management 
Structure, 
Coordination 
Conceptual Consider functions brands provide for sellers and buyers; consider 
pressures for change of brand management; present three scenarios of 
future of brand management. 
Cravens 
1995 
Changing role of the 
sales force 
Structure, 
Coordination, 
Skills 
Conceptual 
with many 
examples 
Argues three major changes are changing selling: flatter organizations 
with multi-function teams, market segments as basis for sales 
organization, more specialized sales forces. 
Day 1997 Marketing’s role in 
new organizational 
forms 
Structure, 
Coordination 
Conceptual Considers role of marketing in horizontal, process-oriented structures 
as well as in hybrid structures which combine business processes with 
integrating and specialist functions. 
Doyle 1995 Considers key tasks of 
marketing in the future 
Structure, 
Skills, Career 
paths 
Conceptual 
with 
examples 
Argues marketing has focused on tactics at the brand level and does 
not contribute to fundamental strategic issues within the firm; explains 
differing career paths in marketing. 
George, 
Freeling, 
Court 1994 
Changes in how firms 
organize for marketing 
Structure, 
Coordination 
McKinsey 
consulting 
clients 
Emphasize roles of specialists and integrators in process-based 
organizations, emphasize teams and process managers, consider 
changes in roles of product managers. 
Webster 
1992 
Marketing’s role within 
the firm 
Structure, 
Coordination 
Conceptual Emphasizes changes in marketing’s role as firms move along a 
continuum from transaction to network based relationships. 
Webster 
1997 
Future role of 
marketing within the 
firm 
Structure, 
Coordination 
Conceptual Considers strategic, tactical, and cultural aspects of marketing; 
considers changes in marketing organization and role due to increased 
customer focus, information technology, globalization, relationships, 
interfirm networks. 
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Methodology 
Given our objectives of identifying the main changes taking place in marketing and sales 
organization, of understanding the most important drivers of these changes and of identifying the 
principal issues in the implementation of these changes, we decided to use field interviews which 
systematically explored major changes in each of a number of different domains. Qualitative studies 
have been recognized as an appropriate means of knowledge production in those cases where the 
subject area is broad and complex (Bonoma 1985; Eisenhardt 1989; Zaltman, LeMasters, and 
Heffring 1982). 
We believe that many of the statements about changes in marketing organization are based on 
observations in leading edge companies and examples from certain industry sectors which are not 
representative of more broad-based changes across the general business community. Therefore, we 
selected firms from a range of industry sectors including service and manufacturing firms, with the 
manufacturing companies encompassing both industrial goods and consumer goods companies. We 
additionally included firms from more recently deregulated industries such as telecommunications and 
public utilities. In order to get additional perspectives across industry sectors, we interviewed 
marketing academics in the United States and Germany familiar with organizational issues as well as 
“industry observers” such as management consultants and marketing specialists for major business 
publications. Altogether, the composition of the sample was 30 managers, 12 academics2, and 8 
industry observers. 
Potential respondents were identified from industry directories, references, and personal 
knowledge and were contacted by an advance letter or fax. Respondents stated their agreement to 
participate and their preferred time on an enclosed answer sheet. Fifty telephone interviews (evenly 
split between the U.S. and Germany) were arranged and were conducted by the second author in the 
United States and by the third author in Germany. The interviews averaged 30 minutes in length and 
were done in the native language of the respondent.  
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The first part of the interview was semi-structured around the general organizational design 
areas identified in our literature review (structure, coordination, culture, and power). Within each 
area, the authors asked for the most important changes and used follow-up questions to explore the 
goals of the change, the factors driving the change, and the key challenges in implementing the 
change. Such use of follow-up questions in qualitative research is consistent with the “laddering 
approach” (Durgee 1986) and the “narrative approach” (Mishler 1986) advocated by other qualitative 
researchers. In the second part of the interviews we asked about changes in four important topical 
areas which are classically marketing and sales related: the role of product managers, the management 
of key accounts, the development of new products, and the interaction of the marketing and the sales 
function. At the end of the interview, respondents were asked for additional comments and for an 
assessment of which two changes they view as the most important. 
Systematic notes were taken during the interviews and full transcripts were completed shortly 
after the interview. In the ensuing review of the notes, the interviewing authors organized the typed 
notes by topical area and distributed excerpts for discussion with the co-authors, all of whom are 
fluent in English and German. We initially identified the changes that had most frequently been 
mentioned as the most important changes. We then turned to each interview and traced the 
determinants underlying individual changes and barriers mentioned in the implementation of each 
change. We then sought to identify theme(s) that encompassed the major changes through extensive 
discussion among the authors and review of interview transcripts. This general approach to analysis of 
qualitative data is consistent with that recommended by Eisenhardt (1989) and Belk, Sherry and 
Wallendorf (1988) and utilized by other researchers in marketing management contexts (e.g., 
Drumwright 1994; Workman, et al. 1998). 
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Description of Specific Changes in Marketing Organization 
In this section we present changes in three areas which we believe were the most significant 
changes. In the following section we present a more general theme underlying the changes. 
Increasing Emphasis on Key Account Management 
One of the most prominent changes in marketing and sales organization is an increasing 
emphasis on key account management. Key account management (KAM) refers to the activities, 
personnel, resources and programs directed at a limited set of important customers. The increasing 
emphasis on KAM was observed across all industries included in the interviews, although the reasons 
for this change varied somewhat by industry.  
We observed two trends in relation to personnel working with key accounts. First, we observed 
that more senior people are assigned to key accounts. For example, a German steel industry manager 
commented:  
“Top-level meetings are not new, but they used to be much more informal...In the past, one 
could make deals on the lower sales levels (“You’ll get some more tons next time”). This is 
impossible today as purchasing policy is subject to much tighter controls...Ten years ago, our 
salespeople had enormous hospitality expenses.” 
Similarly the automobile industry provides many examples of top managers being involved in 
procurement negotiations which had previously been conducted on the operational level. 
Second, we observed an increasing assignment of cross-functional teams to major accounts. For 
example, a U.S. consumer goods manager noted: 
“All of our big customers now have a dedicated team that includes demand-side sales types as 
well as supply-side people. They live in the city where the customer headquarters is. That has 
been an outgrowth of the acceptance of this is the way you do business...These teams 
represent all of our brands.” 
This is a direct response to the need of multi-functional expertise when collaborating closely with 
individual customers. It seems to be a widespread approach to foster interaction between equivalent 
functional specialists in the buying and selling organizations. 
Based on our interviews, we believe there are two primary factors driving the increased 
importance of KAM. First, many companies are pursuing the goal of developing closer relationships 
with their most important customers and view KAM as one way of achieving this goal. While this 
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tendency was actively promoted in some companies, it also represented a reaction to requirements on 
the part of customers. For example a U.S. consumer goods consultant said: 
“Starting about 1986 there was a dramatic shift of information being better at the reseller and 
retailer than the supplier. That brought about a change in the power base. ... The major chains 
got tired of dealing with executional, lower level sales people. They got tired of what I call 
the ‘Deal of the Month’ club, they got tired of conflicting policies from different operating 
divisions in the same corporation. ... This has clearly been driven by retailers saying to 
suppliers, ‘You better call on me holistically, I’m not going to spend the time to talk to 3 or 4 
divisions’” 
Typically, business customers' emphasis on economies in purchasing operations led to the 
desire to establish closer relationships with a limited number of suppliers in order to carry out joint 
process optimization activities. Between consumer goods firms and retailing companies, this trend 
manifests itself in efficient consumer response (ECR) projects, while between industrial suppliers and 
buyers just-in-time (JIT) arrangements are established. The common trait of these trends is the desire 
on the part of the customer to develop a closer relationship with a supplier in order to create 
efficiency. This development is paralleled by increasing customer concentration and customer power 
in many industries (such as consumer packaged goods). 
A second reason for the increased emphasis on KAM is increased centralization of purchasing 
decisions. Customers increasingly coordinate purchasing across locations and involve more senior 
managers and people from more functional areas in procurement decisions. It is difficult to be 
successful in such cases when using regionally-based sales personnel who call on local purchasing 
managers. Thus, many firms establish KAM programs with the goal of coordinating sales resources 
across regions, calling on the customer at higher levels, and using people from multiple functional 
areas. A special case of this challenge of coordinating sales efforts across regions occurs when firms 
sell to customers who operate on a multinational basis. In this case there is a need to coordinate 
marketing and sales policies across country boundaries and in particular to coordinate pricing 
decisions. International or global KAM teams are one way in which such coordination is achieved 
across countries. As an example of this trend, a marketing manager in a German chemical firm noted: 
“We need international leverage in the face of international customers. While our customers 
made decentralized purchasing decisions in the past, they wish to be addressed in a 
coordinated way today.” 
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One implication of this change is that the role of country managers (one informant referred to them as 
“country kings”) is generally diminished, with a shift of power and resources away from individual 
countries to organizational units which span country boundaries. 
Changing Role of Product Management 
Product managers have long held a central position within marketing (cf. Low and Fullerton 
1994) and we believe continue to be central to the marketing organization. Thus, in contrast to those 
who have proclaimed the “death of the brand manager” (Economist 1994), we do not believe that 
product management is going to disappear. None of the companies interviewed that had established a 
product management organization had disbanded it nor did any of the interviewed persons predict 
this. However, we found that the importance and roles of product managers varied significantly by 
industry. We now indicate key changes within consumer goods, industrial and service firms. 
In consumer goods firms, we observed a trend of decreasing importance of product 
management. In general, there was a shift of people and dollars to the sales organization. For example, 
a U.S. consultant noted: 
“I think the field sales organization is gaining increasing importance in terms of the 
company’s marketing activities. The brand manager used to have a lot more operational 
authority. Now you’re getting a lot more of the promotion dollars or ad dollars that the brand 
manager had, being pumped into the field sales force to support their relationships with 
specific customers.” 
The typical justification for this tendency was the greater role of the sales organization in partnering 
with major accounts and adapting programs for these accounts. 
We additionally observed a shift of focus in product/brand management in many consumer 
goods companies. More specifically, there is a stronger focus on managing a set of brands within a 
product category rather than managing the individual brand. This development has led to the use of 
the term “category management” in many consumer goods firms. The fundamental explanation for 
this change seems to be that the customers of consumer goods firms (retailers) increasingly think in 
terms of profitability of product categories rather than sales of individual brands. The shift in focus in 
product management reflects an attempt to better think in terms of the categories of the direct 
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customers whose power has increased. This involves a loss of influence of product managers in 
charge of individual brands. 
In most industrial goods companies, contrary to consumer goods firms, product management is 
gaining increasing organizational legitimacy. Until recently many industrial and technology based 
firms had product managers reporting to R&D or operations rather than marketing. However most of 
the industrial firms we interviewed had product managers established as a central and influential part 
of the marketing organization. A related trend within these firms was to give these product managers 
more power and a greater ability to represent customer needs. For example a German chemical 
industry manager noted: 
“The tasks of the product manager have undergone tremendous change during the last five 
years. Having been a product administrator in the past, he is now carrying more holistic 
responsibility and is more customer-driven” 
In service firms there is an increased recognition of the importance of systematic product 
management. We observed that service firms are increasingly introducing product managers into their 
organizational structures in order to help make and implement decisions about customer 
segmentation, development of product lines, branding of service offerings, and standardization vs. 
customization of service offerings. 
Increasing Dispersion of Marketing Activities 
Another change in marketing and sales organization is to have a greater dispersion of the 
marketing effort. One U.S. consultant generally noted that “more and more of the actual activities that 
we associate with marketing are not part of the marketing organizational structure per se.” One limited 
form of dispersion occurs when marketing retains responsibility for an activity but seeks greater 
involvement from other functional groups, often through cross-functional teams. For example, a 
marketing manager in a German industrial machinery firm said: 
“We have founded a so-called MTS-circle [marketing-technical-sales] which meets every 2-3 
weeks...This is how we manage to have engineers accompany sales and marketing people on 
their customer visits...In the old days, a salesman in the field organization who noticed a 
customer problem had to look for someone at the plant who felt responsible for that problem 
... With today’s MTS circles, salespeople know the product better and there are clear 
responsibilities for problem solving. 
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We view this as a case of limited dispersion in the sense that neither personnel nor 
responsibility are reassigned. In the remainder of this section we describe five types of dispersion 
which we encountered in our empirical research. The first four types of dispersion are related to 
intraorganizational dispersion, while the last type refers to interorganizational dispersion of marketing 
activities. 
Dispersion to a temporary team. In this case, there is a transfer of responsibility for an activity to a 
temporary team. Such teams are typically composed of members from multiple functional areas and 
have a team or project manager. The team is now responsible for the decision with personnel 
sometimes reporting in a dotted line fashion to the team manager and sometimes being permanently 
assigned to the team. Common examples of this type of dispersion include new product development 
teams and temporary task forces for issues such as customer satisfaction. 
Dispersion to a permanent team. The distinction between this type of dispersion and the former is 
the permanence of the change. Many firms increasingly think of their business in terms of cross-
functional business processes (Day 1997; George, et al. 1994; Webster 1997). Once firms have 
identified their key business processes, there is often a movement of key marketing activities and 
personnel to process teams responsible for activities such as order fulfillment, customer service, and 
logistics. As a manager in a German steel company pointed out: 
“In order to foster communication, we are establishing order handling centers, which combine 
commercial and technical activities. Imagine one big room where all are sitting next to one 
another. This reduces interfaces.” 
Dispersion to an existing organizational unit. Another form of dispersion occurs when 
responsibility and personnel are transferred from marketing to another existing functional group. 
Keeping in mind that marketing and sales usually are distinct organizational entities, we observed the 
greatest shift in direction of marketing activities has been from marketing to sales. As one U.S. 
marketing academic noted: 
“Activities traditionally done by marketing people are getting done now by the sales force or 
staff people in the sales force area. They’re just closer to the customer.” 
A marketing vice-president at a U.S. packaged goods firm provided an example of such a 
reassignment of marketing personnel: 
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“We have marketing and sales people serving on dedicated, cross-functional teams working in 
the field supporting accounts ... The cross-functional members of those teams, have hard 
reporting relationships into sales now and dotted-line into the rest of the business.” 
Dispersion to a new organizational unit. Another form of dispersion occurs when a new unit is 
established with responsibility for a marketing activity that reports directly to a general manager. This 
is most commonly observed when a marketing activity becomes so strategically important that it 
merits special attention. For example, in some industries it is common for the pricing function to be 
taken out of the marketing unit (e.g., airline and telecommunications industries). Other firms have 
created new organizational units to focus on customer information, worldwide brand image, and 
customer service. In Germany, many firms are establishing a new high-level pricing manager to 
ensure coordination of pricing structures across Europe, due to the approaching common currency. 
Dispersion beyond the boundary of the firm. A final case of dispersion occurs when a marketing 
activity is outsourced. Firms have long outsourced portions of advertising and market research 
(Ruekert, Walker and Roering 1985) as well as sales and distribution functions (Anderson and Weitz 
1986). However, our interviews provide evidence that numerous other marketing activities are being 
outsourced such as logistics, order fulfillment, telemarketing, customer service, direct mail, and web-
site development. 
Reasons for Marketing Dispersion. There seem to be two general reasons for the increased 
dispersion of marketing effort. First, dispersion may be done in order to obtain the necessary 
specialization and expertise to perform the marketing activities. This includes dispersion to new 
organizational units focused on certain tasks or to external units that specialize in the activity. A 
second reason for increased dispersion is to get closer to customers and markets and to provide 
additional value to customers. The dispersion of marketing activities to cross-functional or process 
teams and to existing units (particularly to sales) are examples of dispersion in order to move decision 
making closer to the customer. 
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The New Paradigm in Organizational Design: Customer-focused Organizations 
In this section we first describe a change in the general orientation by which firms organize. We 
then consider typical transitions that firms go through as they move toward more customer-focused 
organizations.  
General Orientation 
In the course of analyzing the interviews, it became clear that the changes in marketing and 
sales organization could not be looked at in isolation. While the ideas discussed so far (increased 
importance of KAM, changes in roles of product managers, dispersion of the marketing effort) are 
primarily occurring within the marketing and sales units, they are embedded in a general shift which 
is so fundamental that we believe it represents a paradigm shift in organizational design. The changes 
occurring throughout organizations can be summarized as a transition from product-focused 
organization to customer-focused organizations. For example, a manager in a U.S. chemical firm 
noted: 
“The basic philosophy is to organize around markets, have a lot more focus on what drives 
markets, what markets need in terms of products and services, and put ourselves in a position 
so that we can change our products and services so we can change and adapt more quickly.” 
The paradigm shift in organizational design relates to the basis on which business units are 
established. According to Cespedes (1989), there are three main orientations for defining strategic 
business units. These include orientations toward product groups, towards geographical regions, and 
toward customer groups. We observed that many firms which traditionally tended towards product-
focused definitions of business units and which structured their organization around countries, are 
redefining their business units from a customer perspective. While this does not mean to completely 
abandon the two traditional orientations, clearly their importance is diminishing. Hence, as shown in 
Figure 1, the shift towards a customer perspective has two facets: a de-emphasis of the product-
focused perspective and a de-emphasis of geographical regions. 
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The shift from product-focused to customer-focused organizational structures is motivated by 
the need to come closer to the problems the customer is trying to solve. Within a product-focused 
organization, sales people are essentially product specialists and are typically assigned to a single 
product-focused SBU selling to all customers of that SBU. The new organizational form seeks to 
enable sales people to better assess the industry value chain including the customer's customers and to 
differentiate offerings on the basis of this knowledge. Within such a customer-focused organization, it 
is common to find the salesforce selling all of the product lines of the firm while being assigned to a 
single customer group. A manager in a U.S. telecommunications firm noted: 
“We have been restructured over the years away from product silos and more toward 
customers. Sales is organized by customer and they are able to sell the entire product line of 
the corporation. ... We try to sell to the customer whatever they need end to end to meet their 
requirements.” 
Figure 1: Shift toward Customer-focused Organizational Structures 
Orientation
of Organizational
Structure
Products Geographical
Regions
Customer Groups
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Another way of moving toward greater customer focus is to add market or customer segment 
managers who act in coordinating and liaison roles and represent the needs of given customer 
segments, typically within the marketing organization. 
The shift from regionally-focused to customer-focused organizational structures is the second 
aspect indicated in Figure 1. One way of accomplishing this is to reorganize sales people based on the 
type of customer they sell to rather than their geographic location. As a business magazine editor in 
the U.S. noted, “Firms don’t want a generalist who will sell to everyone in the New York area, they 
want a financial person who will call on Dean Witter, Goldman Sachs, Saloman Brothers.” In an 
international context, firms operating in multiple countries have typically had subsidiaries that were 
fairly autonomous with a strong influence of local management. One German manager in the chemical 
industry noted: 
“Until recently we left each affiliated company on its own, they basically reported sales 
numbers. Now regions that face the same problems, are clearly grouped together.”  
Another German manager from an industrial supply firm noted: 
“Until two years ago, everything was strongly decentralized. The national affiliates had their 
own strategy, only 30% of the activities were coordinated. Today, 70% are coordinated.” 
Increasingly firms are establishing sales regions which span country boundaries. Additionally, 
many firms are establishing “competency centers” which consist of specialists who may be 
geographically dispersed and specialized in certain types of applications or industry sectors. A U.S. 
marketing manager at a computers systems firm mentioned a specific example of drawing on 
worldwide technical support: 
If somebody at Daimler Benz in Stuttgart needs a guy to talk about plant floor automation, he 
calls a specialist to come in and help. All of that is done on a global basis. So if that skill is in 
Boulder, Colorado, he gets it. 
We believe there are three major reasons why firms seek a stronger coordination across 
countries. First, information dissemination across country boundaries is facilitated by modern 
communication and information technologies. Generally this increases the interdependence of 
activities across countries. In such circumstances, a firm’s marketing activities in country A may have 
a strong impact on their market position in country B. This problem turned out to be most significant 
within Europe. As one German manager noted, “uncoordinated prices are a dangerous game” due to 
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the forthcoming introduction of a common currency which will make prices more comparable. 
Second, buying firms emphasize synergies across countries in their procurement operations to a 
stronger extent than in the past. Thus, industrial suppliers often implement global key account 
management programs to facilitate cooperation with customers who source products on a global basis. 
Third, there are also motives of the supplier to emphasize the centralization of decisions across 
countries to a larger extent than in the past. Some interviewees mentioned the desire to control 
product variety. For example in consumer goods sectors, firms tend to search for ways to standardize 
brands across countries in order to exploit cost synergies. Additionally, speeding up of global new 
product introduction was mentioned as a reason for increasing centralization across countries and 
arraying the organization more toward the customer. 
 
Figure 2: Evolution from Product-focused to Customer-focused Business Units 
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Combining the two facets of the move toward customer-focused organizational structures yields an 
important insight into the question whether marketing and sales operations will be more centralized or 
more decentralized in the future. On the one side, increasing interdependence between countries leads 
to a stronger need for centralization across countries. On the other side, in order to be more customer-
focused in terms of their marketing and sales operations, firms tend to decentralize their activities in 
terms of customer industries. Thus, our findings indicate more centralization across countries and less 
centralization across customer groups. 
We believe that the movement along the product-side of Figure 1 is more significant because it 
represents a shift in orientation from a supply side perspective to a demand side perspective. It 
additionally applies to more firms than the regional shift. 
Organizational Transitions 
We believe that the transition from a product-focused to a customer-focused organization is an 
evolutionary process. In Figure 2 we have indicated some of the aspects of this transition from 
product-focused SBUs, which typically sell a limited set of products to many different types of 
customers, to customer-focused SBUs, which typically sell a broader set of products to a limited set of 
customers.  
In this figure we have also indicated a number of trends which we believe are part of the general 
process of the shift to customer-focused business units. First, product proliferation has occurred in 
many firms due to the production technologies which allow “mass customization” (Pine, Victor, 
Boynton 1993) and due to the greater ability to target smaller customer segments with product 
features which are more appropriate for their needs. Second, the increased number of products 
available often results in resellers wanting assistance at the overall category level, not the product 
level. Thus, firms increasingly have established managers responsible for entire product categories. 
Third, there is an increased importance of services in developed economies, with many major firms 
receiving more profits from services than from products. Fourth, many firms reorganize their sales 
force around customer groups (often industry-based) in order to develop coherent “solutions” out of 
the products and services from multiple divisions. Fifth, following from such an industry 
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segmentation, many firms then assign key account managers to be the single point of contact with 
major accounts, selling the entire range of products and services produced by their firm. Sixth, the 
final change indicated in Figure 2 is the resultant shift of marketing resources and personnel from the 
product-focused business units to the customer-focused business units. 
In order to make a transition from a product-focused to a customer-focused organization, firms 
typically go through a number of major reorganizations. Figure 3 presents a range of six 
organizational types moving from a weaker to a stronger degree of customer focus. These six 
organizational forms are intended not to represent the transitions undergone by any single company, 
but rather to indicate representative changes from lower to higher levels of customer-focused 
organizational forms. The transition from 3(a) to 3(b) represents the creation of the multi-divisional 
form which has been widely discussed and studied (e.g., Chandler 1962). The transition from 3(b) to 
3(c) primarily consists of the addition of “market managers” (possibly called application, segment, or 
industry managers) who are introduced to coordinate the marketing activities in selling to customers 
in selected markets. One U.S. bank marketing manager noted: “We have segment managers such as 
for the affluent segment, for the small business segment, for retirees.” Such segment managers are 
distinct from key account managers in that they are typically part of the marketing rather than the 
sales organization, usually encompass all sales to the specified segment, and work more in a product 
or service management role than as a coordinator of selling efforts. The organizational placement and 
degree of authority of these managers varies significantly, but most act primarily in a coordinating/ 
information role, usually reporting into marketing, with no direct authority over the salespeople 
calling on customers in this market. 
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Figure 3 
Typical Organizational Configurations in the Movement toward Customer-focused Business 
Units 
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 Product-based SBU 2
Product-based SBU 3
Sales for Market A
Sales for Market B
Sales for Market C
Sales for all other Markets
Sales
Corporate HQ
 
Marketing
Operations
R&D
Product-based
SBU 1
Product-based
SBU 2
Product-based
SBU 3
Market-based
 SBU A
Sales
Service
Some marketing
Market-based
 SBU B
Market-based
 SBU C
Corporate HQ
 
• Structural realignment of much of sales force around 
markets/segments rather than geography 
• For first time allows centralized coordination of all 
selling activity to a customer-segment 
• Market/segment managers typically measured on 
revenues and costs to achieve revenue 
• Some marketing resources shift to sales organization 
• Product-focused SBUs retain functional groups 
• Primary profit and loss shifts to customer-focused 
SBUs 
• Product-focused SBUs seen as suppliers to customer-
focused SBUs 
• Product design driven by customer-focused SBUs 
• Increased movement of marketing activities, budgets, 
personnel to Customer-focused SBUs 
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The transition from 3(c) to 3(d) represents a major reorganization at the firm (or division) level 
as the sales forces of multiple product-focused SBUs are combined. This is typically done due to the 
similarity of selling tasks among the SBUs represented, to save on selling costs, and possibly due to 
the desire of customers/resellers to have a single point of contact. However, one implication is that 
SBUs are no longer autonomous, since they have lost control of the selling function. The next 
transition, from 3(d) to 3(e) represents a restructuring within the sales organization around major 
markets (e.g., industries, applications) rather than geographic regions. The market managers are now 
in the sales rather than the marketing organization and they typically have hierarchical authority over 
the sales personnel calling on customers in designated markets. The final transition, from 3(e) to 3(f), 
is not so much a structural change as it is a change in orientation and internal systems. The managers 
in charge of the market (or customer-focused) SBUs now have full profit and loss responsibility and 
typically report at a higher hierarchical level. At this stage it is common for some of the marketing 
personnel and budgets in the product-focused SBUs to shift to the customer-focused SBUs. In some 
firms these customer-focused SBUs are given a high level of autonomy and are allowed to develop 
their own products and services and/or to distribute products and services from external suppliers if 
they cannot obtain the appropriate products and services from internal units. 
It is worth noting that as firms move to higher levels of customer-focus, they are also 
introducing greater complexity in their organizational structure. This complexity typically shows up 
with key managers having either dotted line reporting to other parts of the firm or dual solid lines (a 
matrix reporting relationship) to two parts of the firm. In our interviews we noted that some 
companies which had recently gone through a downturn moved from higher to lower levels of 
customer-focus. Given the greater complexity of the most customer-focused organizations, this 
suggests that firms during times of crisis may tend to establish more simple command structures with 
a clear emphasis on efficiency. 
Implementation Issues 
In this section we focus on some of the key challenges in implementing the organizational 
changes identified thus far. The ideas in this section emerged from our interviews and are organized in 
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a way to systematically consider a number of implementation issues. We start with a consideration of 
the role of three types of systems -- information systems, accounting systems, and reward systems. 
We then consider adaptations in human resources management, focusing on changes in skills needed 
and career paths in marketing and sales. We conclude this section with a brief consideration of 
changes needed in the overall corporate culture. 
Adaptation of Systems 
Information systems. It was a common theme throughout our interviews that information 
technology was a key factor that enabled many of the changes in marketing organization. As one U.S. 
manager noted, “You don’t need all these layers and layers of people dispensing information. Now, 
everyone can get information at their fingertips quickly from wherever they are on the road.” 
One interesting implication of the spread of advanced information systems is that coordination 
and control are increasingly uncoupled from geographical proximity. One reason firms historically 
focused more on product-focused and regionally-focused organizational structures was the need to 
have proximity of people working together. Today, information systems allow more geographically 
dispersed people to be part of the same organizational unit because information can be easily 
disseminated via e-mail, shared data bases, and corporate intranets. In regard to coordination, one 
sales manager of a German medical equipment manufacturer pointed out that “team selling becomes 
possible through new technologies which allow permanent reachability, such as through modem-
equipped laptops and cellular phones.” Given that document handovers, scheduling, and travel time 
have traditionally been major impediments to team efficiency, file sharing helps teams to 
simultaneously work on one document, electronic calendar systems help to automatically find free 
slots for team meetings and teleconferencing reduces the need for travel. One U.S. pharmaceutical 
manager who had worldwide responsibility for a product stressed that “the speed of the 
communication is incredible and makes it a lot easier to be global.” The increased centralization 
across regions as in the case of global account management is also facilitated by the fast access to 
front-line information. 
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The key challenges we heard regarding implementation of the new systems were not so much 
ones of technology, but rather ones of social acceptance of the new ways of working. First, 
information technology changes what people do and the way activities are done and there is often 
resistance to this changed nature of the work. Second, to the extent that information systems allow 
more dispersed groups of people to work together, people may lose the social contact with co-
workers, may feel more isolated, and may resist changes in this regard. Third, firms often encounter 
significant internal resistance when attempting to fill their internal systems with useful information. 
Salespeople are often reluctant to surrender information about customers since knowledge of their 
customer base constitutes a primary source of their power. One manager commented that sales 
representatives in one country who were asked to provide information on a key account’s local 
operations to a centralized information system on this key account, resisted this request. In this case it 
is not only giving up the information but also giving it up to people in another country. Thus, 
companies need to consider the incentives they must provide to fill their information systems with 
useful information. 
Accounting systems. In order to make a transition to customer-focused organizations, there is a 
need to adapt accounting systems. Accounting systems typically are able to track profitability of 
products but not of individual customers or customer groups. As one U.S. academic noted: 
Most companies don’t know the profitability of individual customers, because of fundamental 
weaknesses in their management accounting systems ... and they don’t know the cost to serve 
various market segments. So they know they have a lot of business which is unprofitable, but 
they don’t know HOW unprofitable it is. 
This inability of current accounting systems to support profitability of specific customer groups has 
been noted by academic research on key account management (McDonald, Millman, and Rogers 
1997) and marketing’s interfunctional interfaces (Montgomery and Webster 1997). 
The difficulty in tracking profitability of customer groups lies in the mechanisms used to 
allocate costs in the organization. Firms typically allocate costs to product categories and to functional 
activities rather than to customer segments. Additionally, there are typically no systems for 
synthesizing the sales to a specific key account on a worldwide basis. The problem this introduces to 
the organization is that once business units are defined according to customer segments, it becomes 
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difficult, if not impossible, to track their profitability. While some of the interviewees mentioned 
activity-based costing (Cooper and Kaplan 1992) as an instrument to make accounting systems more 
customer oriented, the general feeling was that the on-going use of such complex accounting tools is 
too demanding in terms of manpower. 
Reward systems. The lack of customer-orientation of accounting systems directly translates 
into a problem of reward systems. Since most firms’ accounting systems do not allow tracking of 
profitability by customers or industry segments, profitability-based reward systems are difficult for 
many firms to implement as they move to customer-focused business units. This is a problem both at 
the business unit level as well as at the level of the key account manager. 
A second issue mentioned by several people is that it is difficult to measure the performance of 
key account managers, even if profitability systems are in place. As one U.S. academic noted, “How 
do you measure the performance of a key account manager when he has to rely on so many other 
people?” A number of people pointed out that traditional incentives were primarily individually 
oriented and with the increased use of teamwork, there is a greater need for team-based incentives. 
Changes in Human Resources Management 
Individual Skills. The changes discussed in this article also call for new skills in sales and 
marketing. Managing long-term relationships with major customer accounts requires skills well 
beyond personal selling and negotiation skills. When working more closely with a limited number of 
accounts, sales people need an understanding of the entire industry value chain in order to best match 
a firm’s products and services to their customers’ operations. As one U.S. consultant noted: 
“Companies are very concerned about management of their working capital. As a result, the 
way they think about terms and conditions with their suppliers changes. Financial terms and 
conditions, logistical arrangements, setting up EDI arrangements, all of this becomes more 
important. Therefore, the people who do key account management increasingly have to have 
expertise in those areas.” 
Additionally, an increasing number of key account managers are responsible for costs in serving 
the account as well as the revenues generated. This leads to a need for skills in understanding the 
financial impact of various decisions and understanding how to provide value to customers. As a 
number of people noted, the skills are more those of a general manager than a typical sales manager. 
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Another change in skills mentioned by several managers was the need for leadership behaviors 
among key personnel in both sales and in product management. The greater emphasis on cross-
functional teams and horizontal business processes means there is more ambiguity in organizations 
and more voices being put forth of what to do. One result is that championing and leadership 
behaviors are increasingly important. Key account managers are increasingly likely to be the point of 
contact between the supplier and the customer, yet not to have control over all of the resources needed 
to be successful in that account. A U.S. manager in an industrial firm noted: 
“The salesperson who previously managed a $20 million territory with 10 accounts now is 
managing a $30 million territory with one or two accounts. They need to be able to come 
back inside the organization and effectively marshal the resources and gain the support to 
meet that customer’s requirements. Because that customer that you are doing $10 or $15 
million with, has naturally a much higher expectation for what you are going to do for him.” 
While this situation of “responsibility without authority” is well known to product managers 
(Buell 1975; Low and Fullerton 1994), it has historically not been as common within sales. This 
greater ambiguity, greater use of teams, and greater emphasis on horizontal business processes 
produces a greater need for teamwork skills, more breadth of experience, greater empathy for goals 
and constraints of people in other functional areas, and more flexibility in being able to respond 
quickly to changing business conditions.  
As far as product managers are concerned, there is a need for them to be qualified to assume 
responsibility for a whole category of products. In this vein, a stronger strategic orientation needs to 
be developed in product management. In order to build up the new set of skills needed, firms need to 
adapt their recruiting criteria, reevaluate their training programs, and rethink desired career paths. We 
now consider some of these changes. 
Recruiting, Training, and Career Paths. Given the increased emphasis on cross-functional 
teams, many firms recruit individuals who have a variety of career experiences and have demonstrated 
they can effectively work in a team setting. For example, a U.S. consumer marketing vice president 
noted: 
“From a skills standpoint, we are almost demanding now that people move between functions. 
Because in this kind of environment, you have to have more experience than just your own. 
For that reason, when we recruit, we are actively looking for people who have had a real 
broad background.” 
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In regard to career paths, we heard a number of comments that vertical career paths within 
either marketing or sales are less common than in the past. Rather, a number of people said that 
people need experience in a number of functional areas in order to advance to general management. 
For example, one U.S. consumer goods manager noted: 
“There is a tremendous amount of movement between marketing and sales. People are 
moving around more so that by the time they become a general manager they’ve actually sat 
in many other places and have a much broader experience base than someone who goes 
straight up.” 
In consumer firms, brand managers are increasingly required to work in the sales organization 
in order to be promoted. On the sales side there is, on the one hand, more specialization in order to 
deal with specialists in the customer accounts, but also a recognition that effective account managers 
need experience in areas outside of sales in order to effectively provide an integrated view of the 
firm’s products and services. 
Developing a Customer-focused Organizational Culture 
While it is important to make changes to information, accounting, and reward systems and to 
develop individual skills in ways that support the transitions we have discussed, this is not enough. As 
we have indicated earlier, the transition from a product-focused organization to a customer-focused 
organization is not limited to changes within the marketing and sales units. Rather changes are 
required throughout the organization. As a report by McKinsey & Company on changes in marketing 
organization emphasizes: 
“The hardest challenge may be instilling a new marketing culture. Making the transition from 
a relatively simple structure to one in which process-based teams, dispersed throughout their 
organization, deliver value to consumers and customers will test the beliefs of even the best 
marketing companies” (George, et al. 1994, p. 62). 
In our field research we asked about changes in corporate culture but did not observe any 
systematic pattern in the direction of change. It appears that firms are more aware of their cultures 
than in the past and are aware of the importance of actively managing them. However, we 
encountered little evidence of systematic approaches to managing culture. Thus, instruments such as 
the market orientation scale (Kohli, Jaworski, and Kumar 1993) do not appear to be widely used as 
diagnostic tools. 
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Implications 
Implications for Academic Research 
In this paper we have identified a number of fundamental changes in marketing and sales 
organization and have claimed that these changes are part of a broader shift toward customer-focused 
organizations. Unlike previous research that has been conceptual, our study is based on systematic 
field research. Additionally, we do not focus on one specific organizational form, but provide a 
holistic perspective on organizational changes. Additionally, we provide an extensive discussion of 
problems that occur in the implementation of the new organizational concepts.  
In addition to providing insight on organizational changes taking place in practice, our research 
makes a contribution to the research stream on market orientation. Previous research in this field has 
typically looked at market orientation from a cultural or behavioral perspective (e.g., Jaworski and 
Kohli 1993; Slater and Narver 1994). While existing scales provide a solid understanding of what 
constitutes a market-oriented culture, specific organizational changes required to support an increase 
in market orientation have not been addressed previously. As such, our research adds an additional 
perspective to the marketing orientation literature. 
Although we identified a number of fundamental changes occurring, an important contribution 
of our study is to reveal that not everything is changing. Some writers have argued that product 
management is going away (Economist 1994) and that marketing is not a function but rather a way of 
doing business (McKenna 1991). In contrast, we find that the traditional organizational form of 
product management is remaining in most firms. Also, although many marketing activities are carried 
out in cross-functional process teams, we observed that functional units for marketing and sales 
activities are not abandoned. 
Our research also suggests fruitful avenues for future research. First, there is a clear need for 
large scale empirical research (such as surveys and secondary data analysis) to identify environmental 
factors affecting adoption of specific organizational forms as well as to assess performance outcomes 
of various organizational structures. Such research would additionally allow normative statements 
concerning optimal organizational configurations to be made. Several researchers have provided 
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frameworks which identify organizational and environmental dimensions which can help guide 
decisions on constructs to include in such empirical research (e.g., Achrol 1992; Workman, et al. 
1998). 
Second, while there has been a lot of empirical research on product management, the topics of 
key account management and of the dispersion of marketing activities are clearly under-researched 
empirically. Sound psychometric scales need to be developed to describe and predict these changes.  
Third, our research reveals a need for new types of interdisciplinary research. Prior 
interdisciplinary research in marketing has tended to emphasize the marketing/R&D and 
marketing/manufacturing interfaces. The movement toward customer-focused organizations requires 
changes in accounting and information systems and in human resources management, particularly 
with regard to implementation issues. Research in services marketing has already emphasized that 
people throughout the organization are critically important in creating positive experiences for 
customers and have developed concepts such as “internal marketing” (Grönroos 1990) which should 
provide a basis for this new type of interdisciplinary research. 
Implications for Managerial Practice 
A number of managerial implications follow from the ideas we have presented in this paper. 
First, in order to make organizations more focused on their customers, we have suggested that 
structural changes may be needed. The typical organizational configurations in the shift toward 
customer-focused business units presented in Figure 3 can provide ideas for structural changes in the 
organization.  
Second, we draw managers’ attention to the fact that creating customer-focused organizations 
takes more than changes of reporting relationships. In order to effectively organize around customer 
groups, accounting and information systems must be in place to track revenues and costs by customer 
(or by groups of customers). Additionally, managerial reward systems need to be adapted to provide 
rewards for managers to be more focused on their customers. Thus, while structural changes can be 
made relatively quickly, necessary changes in systems, skills, and culture are longer-term tasks. 
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A third managerial issue relates to managing people who have skills that are no longer relevant 
when firms move toward a greater customer-focus. In parallel to the increasing importance of certain 
skills (which we have emphasized), there are other skills that are less relevant or may even be 
obsolete. For example, many European firms have abandoned their country-based sales structures and 
no longer have country managers. We believe that senior management needs to actively deal with the 
question of what to do with people whose skills are no longer so relevant (“dinosaurs” according to 
one informant). It is important to realize that these people can undermine desired organizational 
changes since they stand to lose out in the new organization. 
A fourth implication is that conventional approaches to market segmentation must be 
reconsidered for firms operating in multiple countries. It is common practice in multinational firms for 
segmentation decisions to be made in each country, with inconsistency in segmentation approaches 
across countries. As firms increasingly try to coordinate their marketing activities across countries, 
there is a need to search for segmentation approaches that span country boundaries. 
Implications for Management Education 
We believe there are a number of far-reaching implications for management education of the 
shift from product-focused to customer-focused organizations. To be effective in marketing and sales, 
students clearly need to have greater teamwork skills and need to be more aware of organizational 
structures which promote customer focus and allow rapid response to changes in the business 
environment. Among marketing faculty, we believe there remains an overemphasis on product 
management skills and an under-appreciation of the skills needed to be effective in sales positions in 
customer-oriented organizations. It is becoming increasingly common in consumer goods firms to 
require product managers to rotate out into the field sales organization if they desire to advance within 
their organizations. It is time for marketing faculty to place greater emphasis on the skills needed to be 
effective in key account management positions and to recognize that key account managers have skills 
more similar to those of general managers than to those of traditional sales people. 
Given the importance of marketing’s cross functional interfaces, one way to help students 
understand and appreciate these interfaces is to have more class sessions taught jointly by marketing 
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and non-marketing faculty. We claim that the financial and accounting skills are particularly 
important as firms shift toward customer oriented organizational forms as innovations are needed in 
information, accounting, and reward systems in order to produce the desired results. However, two 
problems arise. First, the traditional functional paradigms in other business disciplines often prevent 
faculty from developing the needed knowledge to effectively teach students how to operate in 
organizations with blurred boundaries across functions. Second, traditional ways of allocating courses 
to academic departments make it difficult to encourage and reward faculty who participate in jointly 
taught classes. Changes in the internal organization of business school may be needed in order to 
facilitate the types of teaching needed to develop tomorrow’s business leaders. 
Conclusion 
In this paper we have reported on key changes occurring in selected organizational areas and 
argued that there is a fundamental shift taking place toward customer-focused organizations. We have 
identified typical changes firms make as they movetoward customer-focused organization structures 
(see Figure 3) and have identified key implementation challenges these firms face. Changing the 
organizational structure is not sufficient -- there is also a need to make changes to information and 
accounting systems, to change personnel policies, and to adapt the overall corporate culture in a way 
that supports this transition. These changes cannot be made within marketing and sales alone -- they 
require the active participation and support of senior managers in the firm. We believe that those firms 
that move toward becoming more customer-focused will be those which will lead their industries in 
the 21st century. 
As a final word, we believe that current marketing paradigms over-emphasize individual 
consumer decision making and modeling of various components of the marketing mix and under-
emphasize organizational issues in marketing. While researchers since the early 1980s have noted the 
difficulty in tackling complex, strategic, organizational issues within existing marketing paradigms 
(e.g., Arndt 1983; Biggadike 1981; Day and Wind 1980; Webster 1981), we concur with statements 
of well-known scholars that the marketing field has been slow to change (Day 1992; Montgomery and 
Webster 1997). In closing, we believe that the topic of marketing organization is clearly becoming a 
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central research topic in our field and that applying concepts from organization theory and strategy to 
marketing organizational issues holds great promise for the future. 
 
Footnotes 
                                                     
1 Given our focus on fundamental changes in how firms organize their marketing efforts, it is 
necessary to clarify what is meant by marketing. Workman, Homburg, and Gruner (1998) classify 
marketing organization research as taking one of three perspectives of marketing. Studies that take an 
activity-based perspective of marketing (e.g., Day 1994; Webster 1992) emphasize activities 
traditionally considered marketing activities and do not explicitly consider which groups perform 
these activities. Studies using a functional-group perspective of marketing (e.g., Anderson 1982; Buell 
1975) primarily focus on the organization of the marketing and sales groups but do not systematically 
consider which activities are performed by which functional group. Integrative studies (e.g., Hutt and 
Speh 1984; Tull et al 1991) consider both activities and functional groups. In this paper, we follow 
this third perspective and provide an integrative view of changes occurring in the way organizations 
organize and perform their marketing activities. It is worth emphasizing that firms tend to split out 
responsibility for marketing and sales activities into separate organizational units. Therefore, when 
discussing organizational issues, we refer to “marketing and sales organization” since it is common to 
observe separate units performing the marketing activities and the sales activities (Cespedes 1995; 
Workman, Homburg, and Gruner 1998). 
2 The authors thank Gary Armstrong, Michael Hutt, Philip Kotler, Bill Perreault, Frederick Webster, 
and Bart Weitz in the United States and Manfred Bruhn, Hermann Diller, Hans Georg Gemünden, 
Richard Köhler, Heribert Meffert, and Günter Müller-Stewens in Germany for providing their 
perspectives on key changes in various dimensions of marketing organization. 
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